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Abstract: The paper examined the willingness of smallholder cassava processors to pay for
value-added solid wastes management solutions in Nigeria. We employed a multistage sampling
procedure to obtain primary data from 403 cassava processors from the forest and Guinea savannah
zones of Nigeria. Contingent valuation and logistic regression were used to determine the willingness
of the processors to pay for improved waste management options and the factors influencing their
decision on the type of waste management system adopted and willingness to pay for a value-added
solid-waste management system option. Women constituted the largest population of smallholder
cassava processors, and the processors generated a lot of solid waste (605–878 kg/processor/season).
Waste was usually dumped (59.6%), given to others (58.1%), or sold in wet (27.8%) or dry (35.5%)
forms. The factors influencing the processors’ decision on the type of waste management system
to adopt included sex of processors, membership of an association, quantity of cassava processed
and ownership structure. Whereas the processors were willing to pay for new training on improved
waste management technologies, they were not willing to pay more than US$3. However, US$3 may
be paid for training in mushroom production. It is expected that public expenditure on training to
empower processors to use solid-waste conversion technologies for generating value-added products
will lead to such social benefits as lower exposure to environmental toxins from the air, rivers and
underground water, among others, and additional income for the smallholder processors. The output
of the study can serve as the basis for developing usable and affordable solid-waste management
systems for community cassava processing units in African countries involved in cassava production.
Keywords: cassava processors; smallholders; solid waste; pollution; value-added; willingness to pay
1. Introduction
Annual cassava production in Africa is about 84 million tonnes, of which Nigeria produces over
30 million tonnes, as the world’s largest cassava producer [1–3]. However, cassava processing is
considered to contribute significantly to environmental pollution globally by depleting water resource
quality through natural toxic cyanogen and the production of unpleasant odour [4]. Over 55.0% of the
waste produced from cassava processing is disposed of in dumping sites, creating both environmental
pollution and negative health impacts on the population in the neighbourhood of cassava processing
facilities [5].
In Nigeria, cassava is mostly produced and processed by small-scale farmers at the family or
village level [6]. Cassava farming provides livelihood opportunities for both men and women involved
in its production and consumption cycle. Both males and females make significant labour contributions
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to the cassava industry, with each sex specialising in different tasks. Women are, however, the backbone
of the agricultural sector, in that they account for 60% to 80% of farm labour [7].
Within the cassava industry, processing is a major contributor to environmental pollution [4].
This is so due to the massive waste generated during the processing stages. The available technology
of processing cassava roots primarily involves peeling, washing, grating, fermenting, dewatering,
frying, drying, and milling. Waste is often produced at each of these processing stages. The type and
composition of the waste depend on the processing method and type of technology used [8].
Solid waste is unwanted solid material generated from residential, industrial or commercial
activities in a given area [9]. It may be categorised according to its origin (domestic, industrial,
commercial, construction, or institutional), its content (organic or inorganic), or its hazard potential
(toxic, non-toxic, flammable, radioactive, infectious) [10]. Cassava waste is organic and exists in both
solid and liquid forms. Peel is the first type of solid waste generated by cassava root-processing
activities. Subsequently, when the peeled cassava roots are grated and dewatered, wastewater is
obtained. After dewatering, the resultant semi-solid mass is sieved, and the ungrated fibre (chaff) is
discarded as the final solid waste [11]. Cassava peel is the primary solid cassava waste that constitutes
20 to 25.0% of the weight of the roots [12,13]. The proportion of waste can be higher, especially during
hand peeling [14].
Disposal of waste products resulting from cassava processing is often inadequate. This led to
varying environmental and health hazards, causes a foul smell and an unattractive sight, and produces
widespread environmental pollution at cassava processing sites [15]. Cassava waste from processing
centres has contributed significantly to environmental contamination. About 75.0% of the cassava roots
harvested in Africa are fermented, causing the release of cyanogenic compounds and other pollutants
into farmlands, rivers, streams, and groundwater [16]. In Nigeria, cassava eﬄuent is directed to
streams, resulting in a reduction in water quality and loss of aquatic life owing to its toxic nature [16],
while stagnant streams of eﬄuent produce a strong offensive odour [17]. Dumpsites for solid waste
and liquid eﬄuent also breed insects and other organisms that lead to disease outbreak [18].
More than 60.0% of the rural population in Nigeria is engaged in cassava-based cottage industries,
and millions of tonnes of cassava waste are produced [19]. Waste management has been a major
challenge to processors, as wastes need to be managed and, if possible, re-utilized without causing any
harm to the environment. Over 55.0% of the waste produced from cassava processing is dumped at
tips near the processing sites, becomes landfill, and/or is burnt, thereby, posing a serious threat to the
environment and constituting a health hazard to the processors [5]. Few cassava processors derive
any financial benefit from cassava waste [5], while most of them lack either awareness or expertise
regarding the conversion of waste to any form of useful resource. However, studies [13,20] have shown
that agricultural waste can be profitably utilized and recycled without attendant externalities.
Against this background, we conducted a study to examine the waste management approaches
used by smallholder cassava processors, their willingness to pay for value-added solid-waste
management solutions, and the factors that may influence their behaviour.
The next section gives details of the theoretical framework of willingness to pay, including
estimation methods. This is followed by a section on materials and methods, the study results and
discussion, and finally conclusion.
2. Theoretical Framework
An essential component of every business transaction is willingness-to-pay (WTP) computation,
in which buyers assess the maximum amount of financial resources they are willing to expend in
exchange for the item being sold [21]. Willingness to pay is the maximum amount of money that a
consumer would pay to enjoy an improvement in product quality [22]. Rodríguez et al. [23], defined it
as “the difference between consumers’ surplus before and after adding or improving a given product
attribute” in monetary terms. In WTP surveys, a respondent is asked a series of structured questions
that are designed to determine the maximum amount of money he or she is willing to pay for a product
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or service. Various tools are employed in measuring WTP. The three most common are the hedonic
pricing method, the contingent valuation method (CVM), and the travel cost method [24,25].
Notwithstanding the debate regarding its underlying economic theory, the contingent valuation
method (CVM) is considered superior and preferred to other methods because it deals with both
use and non-use values [26]. It is a simple, flexible and non-market valuation method popular for
cost-benefit analysis and environmental impact assessment [27,28]. The CVM involves asking sampled
respondents directly whether they would be willing to pay or accept compensation for the change
in preferences. The method has been adjudged to conform to the theoretical core of economics [28].
In general, we assume that person ‘i’ is willing to pay Y*i for training on improved cassava waste
management, and that this payment is related to a set of the person’s characteristics (Xi), so that:
Y∗i = Xiβ+ εi (1)
Although Y*i is unobserved, it is assumed to lie within the bound of such person’s willingness
to pay, which is (Yi1, Yi2). This interval is based on responses to a series of questions asked in the
contingent valuation interview [29]. The likelihood of the person paying is, therefore, stated as:
Pr(Yi1 ≤ Y∗i ≤ Yi2) (2)
This equation is the basis for the use of discrete choice models for estimating the contingency
valuation method.
3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Study Area and Sampling Procedure
This WTP study was carried out in three states (Edo, Kwara, and Ogun) within the humid forest
and savannah zones of Nigeria (see Figure 1). A multi-stage sampling technique was used to select
respondents for the research. The first stage was a purposive selection of the three states based on their
high level of cassava production and processing [30]. The second stage was a random selection of two
agricultural zones in each state. In the last stage, 75 respondents were randomly selected from each
agricultural zone. A total of 450 copies of a questionnaire were administered to obtain information on
demographic and socioeconomic characteristics of cassava processors, the quantity of waste produced,
the waste management methods used, and the willingness of the processors to adopt and pay for
financially-rewarding solid-waste management methods. Four hundred and three (403) copies of
the questionnaire were used in the final analysis, while 47 were discarded because they contained
incomplete information. Furthermore, three major technology research and extension institutions with
waste management research mandate within the survey zones (humid and savannah) were purposively
selected. Interviews were conducted with key informants in these institutions to identify the improved
waste management technologies developed and available in the zones and Nigeria.
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Figure 1. Map of Nigeria showing study areas.
3.2. Estimation Methods
The selected variables for this study comprised age, sex, marital status, education level, household
size, years of experience, source of credit, and scale of operation. A complete description of these
variables is presented in Table 1.
Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of the Respondents.
Characteristics Percentage Characteristics Percentage
Sex Level of education (years)
Female 68.7 ≤10 67.5
Male 31.3 11–20 32.5
Age (years) Type of education
<30 3.2 No formal education 16.6
31–45 40.2 Arabic education 3.7
46–65 53.6 Adult education 2.2
>66 13.0 Primary education 39.7
Marital status Secondary education 28.5
Single 3.0 Tertiary education 9.2
Married 90.6 Source of finance
Divorced 2.7 Commercial bank 1.6
Widowed 3.3 Cooperative society 21.8
Household size Money lender 7.9
1–5 36.7 Produce buyer 3.6
6–10 59.3 Friends/family 18.5
11–15 4.0 Self 57.0
Scale of operation
<1 tonne 18.6 Ownership structure
1–10 tonne 62.3 Sole 83.3
11–20 tonne 8.9 Partnership 8.7
>20 tonne 10.2 Cooperative 8.0
A logit model based on the cumulative probability function was adopted to determine the factors
that influence current solid-waste management systems as well as the mean willingness to pay for a
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value-added solid-waste management system and the factors influencing processors’ willingness to
pay. This was because the model could deal with a dichotomous dependent variable. The approach for
this model follows the one adopted by Yusuf et al. [31].
The logit model is specified as follows:
yi =
1
1 + e−(β0+β1Xi)
(3)
where yi represents the response of ith processor’s willingness to pay for a value-added solid-waste
management system, which is either 1 if yes or 0 if no.
For the model to estimate the factors influencing current use of solid-waste management system;
yi is the ‘yes or no’ response of the smallholder processor to each of the four systems (dumping, giving
out free, selling wet and selling dry). B0 is a constant; β1 is the coefficient of the independent variables;
while Xi is the price that the ith processor stated for a value-added solid-waste management system.
The mean willingness to pay of the smallholder cassava starch processors for improved solid-waste
management was calculated using the formula adopted by [32] and is given by:
Mean WTP =
1
β1
ln(1 + exp β0) (4)
To assess the factors influencing processors’ willingness to pay for an improved solid-waste
management system, the processor’s responses to the WTP question—1 if yes and 0 if no—were then
regressed against the socioeconomic characteristics of each processor. The regression logit model is
specified as:
Y =
1
1 + e−Zi
(5)
where Y represents the processor’s response to the WTP question, which is either 1 if yes or 0 if no; and
Zi is equal to β0 + β1Xi. Transformed into a linearized form, the model is expressed as:
Y = β0 + β1X1 + β2X2 + . . . + βnXn. (6)
where Y is willingness to pay for improved waste management training, X1 is sex (male = 0; female = 1),
X2 is household size (number), X3 is quantity of cassava processed (kg), X4 is processing experience in
years, X5 is years of education, X6 is member of association (yes = 1, no = 0), and X7 is awareness of
value-added solid-waste management systems (yes = 1, no = 0).
4. Results and Discussion
4.1. Summary of Description of Cassava Processors
Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics of the respondents. The table shows that the majority
(68.7%) of the interviewees were female. This result is similar to the results of [32,33], who revealed
that female processors are in the majority in global cassava processing. This suggests that female
processors would be predominant in the sector in the study areas. More than half of the processors fell
within the age range of 46 to 65 years. The mean age of the respondents in the study was 48 years,
which is similar to the mean age of cassava processors found by [34] in Ogun State. This shows that
the majority of the respondents were of an active working age and may appreciate the opportunity to
use value-added solid-waste management.
On average, the processors had received approximately 7 years of education. Education is
expected to increase awareness of the negative impact of solid waste on humans and the environment.
The mean household size of the respondents was about six persons. This is in line with the findings
of [34], where the average household size for a cassava farmer in Ogun State is seven. Most (83.3%)
of the respondents owned their processing centres and over half (57.0%) had used their own funds
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to establish their enterprises. In terms of the scale of operation, the study showed that 62.3% of the
respondents’ processed 1 to 10 tonnes of cassava roots monthly. In addition, liquid waste consisting
of suspensions of starch, solid materials, and cyanogenic cassava compounds was produced and
released into the surrounding channels, streams, and rivers, thereby, causing major environmental
pollution [35–37].
4.2. Summary of Solid Waste Produced by Cassava Processors
This section presents the summary of the two main solid wastes—peel and chaff—identified in
the study. The result presented in Table 2 revealed that an average of 737 ± 954 kg and 511 ± 561 kg of
peel was generated per processor during the high and low processing seasons, respectively; while
an average of 141 ± 131 kg and 94 ± 92 kg of chaff was produced per processor during the same
respective periods. About half (50.4%) of the processors generated up to 500 kg of cassava peel per
month during the peak season; while almost 45.0% of them produced 500 to 1500 kg per month during
this period. During the low season, nearly 64.0% produced up to 500 kg of cassava peel per month and
about 35.0% generated 500 to 1500 kg per month. Similarly, 84.0% and 69.8% of the cassava processors
produced up to 150 kg of cassava chaff per month during the high and low seasons, respectively. In
addition, 21.4% and 14.8% of the processors generated 300 kg and 151 kg of chaff during the high and
low processing seasons, respectively. The low processing season was from October to March, while the
high processing season was from April to September.
Table 2. Quantity of Solid Wastes Produced.
Quantity of Waste (kg/Processor/Month) High Season (%) Low Season (%)
Peel (n = 403)
<500 50.4 63.8
501–1000 30.8 30.9
1001–1500 14.6 4.1
>1500 4.2 1.1
Average waste in peels 737 ± 954 511 ± 561
Chaff (n = 192)
<150 69.8 84.0
151–300 21.4 14.8
>300 8.9 1.2
Average waste in chaff 141 ± 131 94 ± 92
4.3. Current Solid-Waste Management Systems Used by Cassava Processors
In this section, we present the summary of different cassava solid-waste management systems
currently in use by the cassava processors (Table 3). We also isolate the factors that determined the use
of each of the systems identified (Table 4).
4.3.1. Summary of Current Cassava Solid-Waste Management Systems Used
Waste management practices varied across the processing centres, and the processors utilised one
or more waste management practices. Four management practices were identified as commonly used
by the processors (see Table 3). These were dumping, gifting, selling wet waste, and selling dry waste.
The processors could adopt one or more of these options, but a greater percentage of them (59.6%)
dumped their waste or passed it on as a gift (58.1%).
In most community cassava-processing centres, cassava waste dumps are often a source of
environmental pollution and a danger to aquatic animals, plants, and humans. A study conducted
by Anikwe and Nwobodo [38] in southeastern Nigeria revealed that there were differences in soil
particle size distribution between municipal dump and non-dump sites used for urban agriculture.
Soil bulk density was lower, by 9 to 13.0%, while total porosity and hydraulic conductivity were higher,
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by 9 to 14.0% and 240 to 463.0%, respectively, at the dump sites compared with the non-dump sites.
Similarly, the study by Arimoro et al. [39] on the effect of cassava eﬄuents on macroinvertebrates
downstream showed that cassava eﬄuents caused a decrease in dissolved oxygen and pH and an
increase in biochemical demand (BOD) and nitrates from the samples taken from three stations along
the Orogodo River course (upstream of the cassava-impacted site, at the cassava-impacted site, and
downstream of the cassava-impacted site) in the Niger Delta. In addition, another study by Izugbara
and Umoh [40] on indigenous waste management practices in urban Nigeria, revealed careful waste
segregation and sorting, selective burning and burying, composting and conversion as some of the
common indigenous waste management practices used by the sampled respondents. In addition,
a small percentage of the respondents sold the solid waste in fresh (27.8%) or dry (35.5%) form.
Table 3. Solid-Waste Management Options Used.
Waste Management Practices (n = 403) Percentage of “Yes” Responses
Dumping 59.6
Giving out free 58.1
Selling wet waste 27.8
Selling dry waste 35.5
4.3.2. Estimates of the Determinants of Current Cassava Solid-Waste Management Systems
After identifying the current waste management systems in use by smallholder cassava processors,
the study examined the factors that determined the use of these systems. The results for each
management system in use by the cassava processors are presented in Table 4. The likelihood ratios
were significant at 1% across the four waste management systems in use. The result also indicated
that the likelihood of using dumping as a waste management system increased significantly with the
quantity of cassava processed (marginal scale) and the processors who produced fufu (27.8%) and
garri (36.7%). However, an increase in cooperative/partnership ownership structure rather than sole
ownership and being resident in Kwara State reduced the likelihood of dumping. This implies that
processors of a large quantity of cassava and those engaged in the production of fufu and garri may
have found the dumping system more useful than any other waste management system for getting rid
of their solid waste. However, this may not be true for processors residing in Kwara state who had a
lower preference for the use of dumping as indicated by the negative sign associated with Kwara state
location variable. The information obtained from the respondents in Kwara State [41] revealed that
over 54.0% of the processors dispose of solid waste through the three other forms of waste management
systems (giving out free, selling dry and selling wet) particular to those who rear animals, while
only 13.0% used the dumping waste management system. The processors in cooperative/partnership
ownership may also not have sole decision-making power in determining the use to which solid waste
is put in the processing concern. This finding is in contrast with Olukanni and Olatunji [13], that
found dumping as the most common waste management system used by over 90.0% of the cassava
processors in Ogun State, Nigeria.
The likelihood of giving solid waste out free increased significantly with being female (1.3%),
cooperative/partnership ownership structure rather than sole producer (1.1%), residency in Ogun
State (27.3%), production of garri (50.0%) and lafun (15.6%). Furthermore, the likelihood of selling
cassava solid waste in a wet form significantly increased with years of experience (0.6%), membership
of association (10.0%), cooperative/partnership ownership structure (32.7%) and residency in Kwara
State (13.8%). However, it reduced significantly for the processors resident in Ogun State (14.3%).
Similar results were obtained by Ekere et al. [42] who found that gender, peer influence, land size,
location of household and membership of environmental organisations explain household waste
utilisation and separation behaviour. In addition, a study conducted by Sackey and Bani [5] found that
three-quarters of the cassava processors in the selected districts of Ghana gave cassava peels out freely
to feed ruminants, while the rest one-quarter disposed of it by dumping in open areas.
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Table 4. Estimates of Determinants of the Current Cassava Solid-Waste Management System Used by the Cassava Processors.
Dumping Giving out Freely Selling Wet Selling Dry
Variables Coeff. Std. Err. MarginalEffect Coeff. Std. Err.
Marginal
Effect Coeff. Std. Err.
Marginal
Effect Coeff. Std. Err.
Marginal
Effect
Sex (female = 1) 0.122 0.329 0.073 0.530 ** 0.245 0.133 −0.112 0.298 −0.050 −0.378 0.259 −0.103
Household size 0.073 0.683 −0.007 −0.053 0.051 −0.014 0.038 0.060 0.002 −0.009 0.054 −0.007
Quantity of cassava processed 0.40 × 10−4 ** 0.19 × 10−4 2.26 × 10−6 −7.06 × 10−6 0.11 × 10−4 −1.52 × 10−6 −1.31 × 10−5 1.26 × 10−5 −4.78 × 10−6 3.28 × 10−5 ** 0.14 × 10−5 4.45 × 10−6
Year of experience −0.012 0.016 −0.002 −0.012 0.013 −0.003 0.041 *** 0.015 0.006 0.006 0.013 0.001
Member of association −0.382 0.311 −0.110 −0.091 0.235 −0.025 0.560 ** 0.296 0.100 0.225 0.255 0.072
Ownership structure
(coop/partnership = 1) −0.688 * 0.396 −0.269 0.533 * 0.317 0.113 1.287 *** 0.342 0.327 0.324 0.317 0.156
State of location (Kwara = 1) −3.910 *** 0.484 0.077 0.427 0.328 0.165 1.567 0.373 −0.138 1.512 *** 0.355 0.114
State of location (Ogun = 1) 0.337 0.468 0.044 1.340 *** 0.350 0.273 −1.305 0.456 −0.143 −0.684 * 0.388 −0.110
Producing starch −0.778 ** 0.312 −0.022 0.440 0.282 0.110 0.007 0.337 0.050 −0.476 0.301 −0.133
Producing fufu 0.874 *** 0.387 0.278 0.313 0.243 0.088 −0.245 0.282 −0.123 −0.622 ** 0.253 −0.208
Producing gari 0.977 * 0.554 0.367 2.345 *** 0.467 0.500 −0.615 0.465 0.234 0.308 0.452 −0.054
Producing lafun 0.170 0.387 0.200 0.752 * 0.305 0.156 −0.458 0.350 0.078 −0.293 0.308 0.068
Constant 0.948 0.887 −2.636 *** 0.695 −1.403 * 0.768 −0.970 0.763
Number of obs. = 403 Number of obs. = 403 Number of obs. = 403 Number of obs. = 403
Likelihood = −158.04 likelihood= −239.26 Likelihood = −178.31 Likelihood = −214.43
Prob >chi2 = 0.0000 Prob >chi2 = 0.0000 Prob >chi2 = 0.0000 Prob >chi2 = 0.0000
Pseudo R2 = 0.418 Pseudo R2 = 0.127 Pseudo R2 = 0.251 Pseudo R2 = 0.182
LR chi2(12) = 64.33 LR chi2(12) = 69.14 LR chi2(12) = 56.52 LR chi2(11) = 44.66
Marginal effect Y = 0.6077 Marginal effect Y = 0.5911 Marginal effect Y = 0.2485 Marginal effect Y = 0.3374
***, ** and * denotes 1%, 5% and 10% significance, respectively (use Palatino Linotype Font of 10 or 11).
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The likelihood of selling of cassava solid waste in dry form increased with the quantity of cassava
produced, albeit on a very small scale (4.45× 10−6) and with residency in Kwara State (11.4%). However,
it reduced with being resident in Ogun State (11.0%) and producing fufu (20.8%).
4.4. Willingness to Pay for Improved Waste Management Systems
There are improved waste management systems that enable processors to make such value-added
products as mushrooms, feed, ethanol, biofuel, and organic manure from cassava waste. The products
generated from improved waste hold promise for environmental preservation and income generation
for the cassava processors. As captured in Table 5, 61.8% of the processors indicated a willingness to pay
for training in converting cassava waste into organic manure, while 56.3% indicated a willingness to
pay for training in mushroom production. Similar results were obtained by Odediran and Ojebiyi [32],
who found that most of the cassava processors at a technology demonstration in Ogun State were
willing to adopt the technology to produce mushrooms from cassava waste.
Table 5. Responses of the Cassava Processors on Willingness to Pay for Improved Waste
Management Systems.
Willingness to Pay (n = 403) Percentage of “Yes” Responses
Conversion of cassava waste to organic manure 61.8
Production of mushrooms from cassava waste 56.3
In addition, following [31], the coefficient of the price of processors willing to pay for value-added
solid-waste management (β1) was found to be positive for both types of training, thus, suggesting
that the processors were willing to pay (see Table 6). The estimated mean value of WTP was 504.63
($3.00) for training on production of mushrooms from cassava waste and 159.15 ($1.00) for training
on converting cassava waste into organic manure. Organic manure from cassava peel is not often
used by the farmers in the study areas. Thus, the processors are not motivated to invest in producing
manure since they believe the product will be difficult to sell. Furthermore, the use of cassava waste to
produce mushrooms has limitations in the study area because mushrooms are not a staple food in
Nigeria but more of a luxury food item [43].
Table 6. Mean Willingness to Pay for Training in Organic Manure and Mushroom Production from
Cassava Waste.
Organic Manure Production from Cassava Waste
Variable Coeff. Std. Err. Z-Stat. p-Value
Constant −1.7472 0.2330 −7.50 0.0000
Price (β1) 0.0011 0.0001 7.73 0.0000
Number of obs. = 403
LR chi2(1) = 211.87
Prob>chi2 = 0.0000
Pseudo R2 = 0.3952
Log likelihood = −162.10
Mean willingness to pay = 159.15
Mushroom Production from Cassava Waste
Variable Coeff. Std. Err. Z-Stat. p-Value
Constant −1.1631 0.1835 −6.34 0.0000
Price (β1) 0.0005 0.0001 7.48 0.0000
Number of obs. = 403
LR chi2(1) = 134.97
Prob >chi2 = 0.0000
Pseudo R2 = 0.244
Log likelihood = −208.62
Mean willingness to pay = 540.63
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Moreover, most of the processors interviewed believed that additional production activity around
cassava peel would be time-consuming and distract them from their main processing activities. In many
study areas, wild-mushroom hunting is common among women, youths, and children [44,45]. This
decreases the importance of mushroom production from cassava waste for the processors. Therefore,
it could be inferred that the considerable low WTP estimates for training on conversion of waste to
economic use via manure and mushroom production can be attributed to the lack of awareness of the
benefits of these two products within the study communities.
4.5. Determinants of Willingness to Pay for Improved Solid-Waste Management System
Table 7 presents the results of factors affecting WTP for the above-mentioned two types of training.
Concerning training on mushroom production, the results revealed that the model was significant at
1%, while the McFadden’s R squared (pseudo R2) equalled 18.8%. The model coefficients revealed
that processor’s sex had a positive and significant relationship on WTP for the training, suggesting
that the female gender increases the likelihood of WTP for the training by about 0.14. Similarly, the
significance of household size, large scale of operation and awareness of new management system at 5%
suggest that these variables are likely to increase the WTP for mushroom cultivation training by about
0.03, 0.15 and 0.32, respectively. The significance of the variable on awareness of new management
systems is contrary to the conclusion of Odediran and Ojebiyi [32], who reported that there was no
significant relationship between their respondents’ awareness of cassava waste utilisation technologies
and the WTP for them. The indication is that awareness of new management systems would likely
increase the WTP for mushroom production training by a probability of about 0.32. Conversely, the
quantity of cassava processed, though significant at 1%, had an opposing sign, thus, suggesting the
variable’s likelihood to decrease WTP by not too obvious a margin. However, the decrease in WTP
associated with the quantity of cassava produced may be restricted to small-scale cassava processors.
The positive significance of the variable on large-scale operation processor seems to suggest that this
group of processors will be more disposed to participating in mushroom training than their small-scale
operation counterparts.
Table 7. Factors Influencing the Willingness to Pay for Training in New Solid-Waste
Management Options.
Variable
Organic Manure Mushroom Production
Coeff. Std. Err. MarginalEffect Coeff. Std. Err.
Marginal
Effect
Sex (female = 1) 0.604 ** 0.258 0.137 0.556 ** 0.246 0.136
Household size 0.143 *** 0.055 0.032 0.110 ** 0.052 0.027
Quantity of cassava processed −5.08 × 10−5 *** 1.15 × 10−5 −1.15 × 10−5 −7.83 × 10−5 *** 1.171 × 10−5 −1.92 × 10−5
Scale of operation (large scale = 1) 0.135 0.279 0.025 0.601 ** 0.267 0.148
Ownership structure (Coop/partnership = 1) −0.353 0.327 −0.081 −0.167 0.308 −0.041
Years of experience −0.002 0.013 −0.001 −0.001 0.013 −0.001
Year of education 0.049 ** 0.026 0.011 0.039 0.025 0.009
Member of association −0.354 0.247 −0.079 −0.148 0.234 −0.036
Awareness of new management system 2.112 *** 0.276 0.426 1.396 *** 0.240 0.324
Constant −1.379 0.557 −1.407 0.531
Number of obs. = 403 Number of obs. = 403
LR chi2(10) = 100.99
Prob >chi2 = 0.0000
LR chi2 (10) = 76.97
Prob >chi2 = 0.0000
Pseudo R2 = 0.188 Pseudo R2 = 0.1394
Log likelihood = −217.54 Log likelihood = −237.62
Marginal effect after logit Y = 0.6541 Marginal effect after logit Y = 0.5678
***, and ** denote 1%, and 5% significant levels, respectively.
The model on processors’ willingness to pay for training on organic manure was significant at 1%,
while the McFadden’s R squared (pseudo R2) equalled 13.9%. Concerning the individual variables,
the sex of processors had a positive relationship, with the WTP for organic manure training and was
highly significant. This suggests that female respondents were more likely to be willing to pay for
organic manure production training than their male counterparts. A unit increase in the household
size equally increased the probability of WTP for the training by 0.03.
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The significance of both awareness of new waste management systems and years of processors’
education seems to indicate their importance in increasing the likelihood of WTP for this training
by about 0.43 and 0.01, with the former likely to have more effect. Despite the marginal effect
associated with years of education, its relevance cannot be sidelined. This is because processors with
higher level/increased years of education are better exposed/accommodative to new technologies and,
hence, are more likely to better appreciate the benefits to be derived from the use of organic manure,
particularly on environmental and health grounds. This result is consistent with that of [45–47],
who found persons with a higher level of education more willing to pay for solid waste disposal
management services.
However, the relationship between the quantity of cassava processed and WTP for training in
organic manure production was found to be negatively significant and with lesser effect. This indicates
that any increase in the amount of cassava processed is likely to decrease the WTP for training in
organic manure production. This is contrary to expectation, given the fact that those with a larger
quantity of cassava to process should be the ones with more interest in finding alternative ways of
disposing of solid waste, particularly if such processes will bring additional income. The observed
result may arise if the processors do not find organic manure training an attractive/relevant measure
for addressing their large solid waste concern. Moreover, as earlier stated, most processors believed
that the additional production activities around cassava peel are time-consuming and would distract
them from their main processing activities.
5. Conclusions
The study examined the willingness to pay for value-added solid-waste management systems
among 403 cassava processors in the humid forest and Guinea savannah zones of Nigeria. The study
showed that the solid-waste management practices currently in use by the cassava processors are
dumping, gifting, and selling solid waste in wet and dry forms. The factors influencing the processor’s
decision on the type of waste management system were observed to include gender, membership of
association, quantity of cassava processed and ownership structure. Two value-added solid-waste
management options (organic manure and mushroom production) were introduced to the cassava
processors, and more than half of them were willing to pay for acquiring the knowledge to use them.
The factors positively influencing the WTP for expertise on conversion of solid waste to organic manure
were female gender, household size, years of education, and awareness of the new options, while a
possible increase in the quantity of cassava processed negatively influenced the WTP.
Similarly, while gender, household size and awareness of the new options positively influenced
the willingness to pay for training in mushroom production, a possible increase in the quantity of
cassava processed negatively influenced the WTP. While large quantities of waste are generated during
both the high and low processing seasons, which can create significant environmental and human
health hazards in the short run and in the long run, processors were willing to pay only a small amount
of money to learn new methods of profitably disposing of the waste. This finding could be due to
insufficient hygiene regulations and enforcement by the local authorities at cassava processing centres,
which means that the processors had never been made to pay for waste disposal. Such circumstances
decrease the processors’ willingness to pay adequate amounts for training in new waste conversion or
disposal methods.
Therefore, based on the findings of this study, it is recommended that sensitisation and subsidised
training of processors in the benefits of safe waste conversion and disposal and in various new options
for value-added management of solid waste should be intensified to encourage and enable cassava
processors to manage agro-based waste safely. The large amount of waste generated by each processor
shows the need for environmental hygiene protocols to be developed and enforced at community
cassava processing centres. At the same time, the market for value-added agro-based waste products
should be vigorously expanded.
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